






























































































• The	 identification	 of	 the	 theoretical	 and	 institutional	 backgrounds	 linking	 social	economy	 and	 urban	 economics	 and	 local	 development,	 lying	 as	 the	 foundations	 of	Geography	of	Social	Innovation.	
• The	understanding	of	 the	presence	 and	 typologies	 of	 externalities	 of	 actors	of	 social	economy	in	the	neighbourhoods	of	a	city.	

















































































































































in	supporting	innovative	dynamics.	Co-working,	incubators	and	spaces	for	informal	collaboration	are	places	of	aggregation	and	agglomeration	where	exchanges	of	knowledge	occur,	acting	as	multipliers	of	human	capital	and	creativity.	The	increasing	specialization	of	the	most	recent	generations,	with	a	higher	schooling	and	a	greater	human	capital	than	the	previous	ones,	have	made	these	spaces	proliferate,	especially	within	the	urban	realities,	with	significant	consequences	on	the	habits	and	needs	of	mobility.	The	places	and	functional	spaces	of	innovative	aggregation	are	defined	as	hubs,	or	nodes,	which	can	be	subdivided	into:	• co-working	spaces;	• hubs	and	technology	parks;	• incubators,	both	social	and	exclusively	for	profit.	The	co-working	spaces	are	also	called	serendipity	accelerator	(Mariotti	et	al.,	2017)	for	the	workers	of	the	creative	and	high-tech	class,	exploiting	the	benefits	of	geographic	and	relational	proximity.	Their	development,	starting	in	the	mid-90s	on	the	west	coast	of	the	United	States,	and	in	the	2000s	in	Europe	and	therefore	also	in	Italy,	has	taken	hold	thanks	to	the	reuse	of	the	buildings	left	empty	from	the	old	manufacturing	activity	which	abandoned	central	urban	spaces.	The	need	to	share	costs,	to	operate	in	highly	interactive	realities	and	the	subsequent	image	associated	with	the	type	of	workers	strictly	dependent	on	the	locational	coolness	workplace,	have	constituted	and	continue	to	drive	the	development	of	these	production	sites.	Hubs	and	technology	parks	are	places	for	innovation	of	products	that	involve	a	fundamental	component	of	knowledge	production	for	scientific	and	technological	purposes.	They	are	places	whose	intended	use	is	generally	set	by	public	or	industrial	needs	for	aggregation	of	research	and	development	departments.	Business	incubators,	both	social	and	profit-making,	are	organizations	that	support	and	protect	the	creation	and	development	of	new	innovative	forms	of	enterprise	(Grimaldi	and	Grandi,	2005),	through	the	preparation	of	suitable	routes	to	accompany	production	and	placing	it	on	the	market	for	products	and	services.	Incubators	are	characterized	by	a	high	heterogeneity	both	in	the	type	of	services	or	products	they	offer	and	in	the	mode	of	delivery.	
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• From	Frenken	et	al.	(2007)	the	use	of	entropy	indexes	to	decompose	variety	into	related	and	unrelated	variety.	Following	previous	empirical	studies,	we	opted	for	the	utilization	of	entropy	calculated	on	the	employed,	as	the	objective	of	this	analysis	is	the	relation	with	variety	on	the	employment	growth,	thus	allowing	us	to	test	for	the	three	different	types	of	variety.		The	calculation	of	Variety	and	its	decomposition	of	Related	Variety	and	Unrelated	Variety	are	presented	below	(Frenken	at	al.,	2007;	Hartog	et	al.,	2012).	Variety	is	calculated	both	for	sections	(Variety_S)	and	ACE	(Variety_A).	!"#$%&'_) = 	 ,-.log	 23456-72 		(1)	!"#$%&'_8 = 	 ,-9log	 234:6-72 		(2)	Where	i	is	the	sector	ATECO	3	digit,	S	is	the	section	of	census;	A	is	the	area	of	census	(ACE).	Variety	measure	the	overall	entropy	at	3	digits	level,	therefore	an	increase	in	the	index	of	variety	explains	a	higher	sector	diversification.	Building	on	the	characteristics	of	entropy,	variety	is	then	decomposed	in	UnRelated	and	Related	Variety.		;<=%>"&%?	!"#$%&'_) = 	 ,@.	log	 23A5B@72 		(3)	;<=%>"&%?	!"#$%&'_8 = 	 ,@9log	 23A:B@72 		(4)		Where	g	is	the	sector	ATECO	2	digits,	S	is	the	section	of	census;	A	is	the	area	of	census	(ACE).	UnRelated	Variety	measures	the	total	entropy	at	2	digits	level	and	,@	is	the	shares	of	2-digit	sectors.	UnRelated	Variety	explains	the	level	of	entropy	thus	the	relations	between	more	wide	sectors	of	activities	in	each	area	considered.	Following	the	literature,	an	assumption	must	be	made:	it	is	assumed	that	sectors	that	do	not	share	the	same	2	digits	code	are	not	related	to	each	other.	The	degree	of	unrelatedness	between	sectors	in	the	area	highlights	a	lower	occurrence	of	knowledge	spillovers.		
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Variables	 vars	 n	 mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employment	 y	 5346	 0.01	 0.18	 -0.01	 -1.00	 1.00	 2.00	
∆Employed	 y	 5346	 1.02	 32.97	 -2.00	 -227.00	 559.00	 786.00	
∆nonprofit	 y	 5346	 0.42	 2.50	 0.00	 -20.00	 111.00	 131.00	
Variety_np2011	 1	 5346	 0.15	 0.16	 0.12	 0.01	 2.44	 2.43	
Variety_im2011	 2	 5346	 0.49	 0.80	 0.17	 0.00	 5.31	 5.31	
RelVariety_np2011	 3	 5346	 0.11	 0.06	 0.10	 0.01	 0.58	 0.58	
RelVariety_im2011	 4	 5346	 0.06	 0.16	 0.01	 0.00	 1.34	 1.34	
UnRelVariety_np2011	 5	 5346	 0.04	 0.15	 0.00	 0.00	 2.25	 2.25	
UnRelVariety_im2011	 6	 5346	 0.46	 0.73	 0.17	 0.00	 4.72	 4.72	
Residents_2011	 7	 5346	 0.02	 0.01	 0.02	 0.00	 0.09	 0.09	
Residents_2001	 8	 5346	 0.02	 0.01	 0.02	 0.00	 0.10	 0.10	
HumanCapital_2011	 9	 5346	 0.31	 0.09	 0.31	 0.00	 1.00	 1.00	
Competition2011	 10	 5346	 0.70		 0.50		 0.98	 0.00	 1.15	 1.15	
OMIndex	 11	 5346	 0.37	 0.16	 0.32	 0.15	 1.00	 0.85	
Incubator	 12	 5346	 0.00	 0.05	 0.00	 0.00	 1.00	 1.00			 	
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Table	3	Descriptive	statistics	of	ACE	data	from	2001	to	2011	(Observations	85).	Source:	author's	elaboration	on	ISTAT	data	Variables	 vars	 n	 Mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employment	 y	 85	 0.00	 0.02	 -0.01	 -0.03	 0.08	 0.11	
∆Employed	 y	 85	 64.01	 547.16	 59.00	 -1237.00	 1920.00	 3157.00	
∆nonprofit	 y	 85	 26.18	 42.66	 26.00	 -303.00	 137.00	 440.00	
Variety_np2011	 1	 85	 2.80	 0.44	 2.83	 1.42	 3.75	 2.33	
Variety_im2011	 2	 85	 5.32	 0.59	 5.50	 2.73	 6.00	 3.28	
RelVariety_np2011	 3	 85	 0.27	 0.17	 0.22	 0.00	 0.73	 0.73	
RelVariety_im2011	 4	 85	 0.81	 0.16	 0.83	 0.33	 1.21	 0.88	
UnRelVariety_np2011	 5	 85	 2.53	 0.32	 2.58	 1.42	 3.23	 1.82	
UnRelVariety_im2011	 6	 85	 4.51	 0.47	 4.64	 2.40	 5.08	 2.69	
Residents_2011	 7	 85	 0.01	 0.01	 0.01	 0.00	 0.02	 0.02	
Residents_2001	 8	 85	 0.01	 0.01	 0.01	 0.00	 0.02	 0.02	
HumanCapital_2011	 9	 85	 0.31	 0.02	 0.31	 0.23	 0.35	 0.12	
Competition2011	 10	 85	 1.04	 0.05	 1.05	 0.88	 1.14	 0.25	
OMIndex	 11	 85	 0.42	 0.13	 0.38	 0.30	 1.00	 0.70	










































































































































DeltaEmployed	 1.00	 0.01	 -0.03	 -0.03	 -0.04	 0.01	 -0.04	 -0.03	 -0.04	 0.01	 -0.19	 -0.01	 0.04	 -0.06	 -0.03	
DeltaEmploym
ent	 0.01	 1.00	 0.03	 -0.02	 -0.05	 0.01	 -0.04	 -0.02	 -0.05	 0.00	 -0.01	 -0.02	 -0.03	 -0.06	 0.01	
DeltaNP	 -0.03	 0.03	 1.00	 -0.11	 -0.10	 -0.04	 -0.13	 -0.11	 -0.10	 -0.02	 -0.03	 0.00	 0.00	 -0.10	 0.34	
variety2011np	 -0.03	 -0.02	 -0.11	 1.00	 0.48	 0.46	 0.48	 0.94	 0.47	 -0.10	 -0.09	 -0.06	 0.08	 0.26	 -0.02	
variety2011im	 -0.04	 -0.05	 -0.10	 0.48	 1.00	 0.06	 0.88	 0.52	 1.00	 -0.11	 -0.09	 -0.05	 0.21	 0.51	 0.05	
Related_Variety
2011np	 0.01	 0.01	 -0.04	 0.46	 0.06	 1.00	 0.04	 0.13	 0.06	 -0.04	 -0.04	 -0.04	 -0.04	 -0.24	 -0.04	
Related_Variety
2011im	 -0.04	 -0.04	 -0.13	 0.48	 0.88	 0.04	 1.00	 0.52	 0.85	 -0.11	 -0.09	 -0.04	 0.15	 0.48	 0.04	
UnRelvariety20
11np	 -0.03	 -0.02	 -0.11	 0.94	 0.52	 0.13	 0.52	 1.00	 0.51	 -0.10	 -0.09	 -0.05	 0.11	 0.39	 0.00	
UnRelvariety20
11im	 -0.04	 -0.05	 -0.10	 0.47	 1.00	 0.06	 0.85	 0.51	 1.00	 -0.11	 -0.09	 -0.05	 0.21	 0.51	 0.05	
Resident2011	 0.01	 0.00	 -0.02	 -0.10	 -0.11	 -0.04	 -0.11	 -0.10	 -0.11	 1.00	 0.95	 -0.03	 0.06	 -0.13	 -0.05	
Resident2001	 -0.19	 -0.01	 -0.03	 -0.09	 -0.09	 -0.04	 -0.09	 -0.09	 -0.09	 0.95	 1.00	 -0.03	 0.05	 -0.11	 -0.05	
HumanCapital2
011	 -0.01	 -0.02	 0.00	 -0.06	 -0.05	 -0.04	 -0.04	 -0.05	 -0.05	 -0.03	 -0.03	 1.00	 -0.01	 -0.05	 -0.03	
Comp2011	 0.04	 -0.03	 0.00	 0.08	 0.21	 -0.04	 0.15	 0.11	 0.21	 0.06	 0.05	 -0.01	 1.00	 0.14	 0.02	
indiceomi2011	 -0.06	 -0.06	 -0.10	 0.26	 0.51	 -0.24	 0.48	 0.39	 0.51	 -0.13	 -0.11	 -0.05	 0.14	 1.00	 0.08	




Table	5	Correlation	matrix	for	ACE.	Source:	author's	elaboration	on	ISTAT	and	OMI	data	Variables	 DeltaEmployed	 DeltaEmployment	 DeltaNP	 varietyACE2011np	 varietyACE2011im	 URelvarietyACE2011np	 URelvarietyACE2011im	 Related_Variety2011np	 Related_Variety2011im	 Resident2011	 Resident2001	 HumanCapital2011	 Comp2011	 indiceomi2011	 Agglomerations	
DeltaEmploye
d	 1.00	 0.25	 0.25	 -0.09	 0.05	 -0.05	 0.01	 -0.13	 0.13	 -0.15	 -0.26	 0.16	 0.03	 0.02	 -0.24	
DeltaEmploym
ent	 0.25	 1.00	 -0.06	 -0.16	 -0.24	 -0.15	 -0.28	 -0.12	 -0.03	 -0.22	 -0.24	 -0.22	 0.10	 -0.01	 -0.06	
DeltaNP	 0.25	 -0.06	 1.00	 0.09	 -0.06	 0.14	 -0.03	 -0.03	 -0.12	 0.13	 0.11	 0.18	 0.12	 -0.02	 -0.34	
varietyACE201
1np	 -0.09	 -0.16	 0.09	 1.00	 0.36	 0.94	 0.37	 0.78	 0.24	 0.29	 0.31	 -0.13	 -0.50	 0.15	 0.34	
varietyACE201
1im	 0.05	 -0.24	 -0.06	 0.36	 1.00	 0.37	 0.98	 0.22	 0.78	 0.30	 0.30	 0.03	 -0.38	 -0.02	 0.17	
UnRelvarietyA
CE2011np	 -0.05	 -0.15	 0.14	 0.94	 0.37	 1.00	 0.37	 0.52	 0.27	 0.28	 0.29	 -0.08	 -0.40	 0.12	 0.21	
UnRelvarietyA
CE2011im	 0.01	 -0.28	 -0.03	 0.37	 0.98	 0.37	 1.00	 0.24	 0.63	 0.27	 0.28	 0.07	 -0.43	 -0.02	 0.16	
Related_Variet
y2011np	 -0.13	 -0.12	 -0.03	 0.78	 0.22	 0.52	 0.24	 1.00	 0.11	 0.21	 0.23	 -0.17	 -0.51	 0.15	 0.47	
Related_Variet
y2011im	 0.13	 -0.03	 -0.12	 0.24	 0.78	 0.27	 0.63	 0.11	 1.00	 0.28	 0.28	 -0.10	 -0.14	 0.00	 0.14	
Resident2011	 -0.15	 -0.22	 0.13	 0.29	 0.30	 0.28	 0.27	 0.21	 0.28	 1.00	 0.99	 -0.05	 0.07	 0.12	 -0.11	
Resident2001	 -0.26	 -0.24	 0.11	 0.31	 0.30	 0.29	 0.28	 0.23	 0.28	 0.99	 1.00	 -0.06	 0.07	 0.10	 -0.09	
HumanCapital
2011	 0.16	 -0.22	 0.18	 -0.13	 0.03	 -0.08	 0.07	 -0.17	 -0.10	 -0.05	 -0.06	 1.00	 0.03	 -0.06	 -0.26	
Comp2011	 0.03	 0.10	 0.12	 -0.50	 -0.38	 -0.40	 -0.43	 -0.51	 -0.14	 0.07	 0.07	 0.03	 1.00	 -0.32	 -0.63	
indiceomi2011	 0.02	 -0.01	 -0.02	 0.15	 -0.02	 0.12	 -0.02	 0.15	 0.00	 0.12	 0.10	 -0.06	 -0.32	 1.00	 0.39	
Agglomeration















































































































• ∆Employed,	which	is	the	difference	in	employed	residents	within	the	intercensus	period	 for	 each	 sections	 and	 ACE.	 With	 regards	 to	 sections,	 the	 mean	 of	 the	difference	is	positive	and	equal	to	1.02,	showing	a	high	standard	deviation	of	32.97.	With	regards	to	ACE,	the	mean	of	the	difference	is	still	positive	and	is	64.01	for	each	area,	showing	a	high	standard	deviation	of	547.16.		





















Source:	author's	elaboration	on	ISTAT	data	Variables	 vars	 n	 mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employed	 y	 5346	 1.02	 32.97	 -2.00	 -227.00	 559.00	 786.00	
∆nonprofit	 y	 5346	 0.42	 2.50	 0.00	 -20.00	 111.00	 131.00	
∆Varietynp	 1	 5346	 0.12	 0.13	 0.11	 -1.07	 2.18	 3.25	
∆Varietyim	 2	 5346	 -0.01	 0.50	 0.01	 -3.89	 2.52	 6.41	
∆RelVarietynp	 3	 5346	 0.11	 0.06	 0.10	 -0.29	 0.58	 0.87	
∆RelVarietyim	 4	 5346	 -0.03	 0.12	 0.00	 -1.28	 0.35	 1.62	
∆UnRelVarietynp	 5	 5346	 0.01	 0.12	 0.00	 -1.44	 1.99	 3.43	
∆UnRelVarietyim	 6	 5346	 0.02	 0.43	 0.01	 -3.16	 2.34	 5.50	
∆PopDensity	 7	 5346	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	 -0.03	 0.05	 0.08	
∆HumanCapital	 9	 5346	 0.01	 0.11	 0.00	 -1.00	 1.00	 2.00	
∆Competition	 10	 5346	 -0.31	 0.55	 -0.04	 -1.16	 1.15	 2.31	
∆OMIndex	 11	 5346	 -0.04	 0.10	 -0.05	 -0.57	 0.50	 1.07			
Table	7	Descriptive	statistics	of	ACE	data	used	in	OLS	(model	II)	(Observations	85).	Source:	author's	
elaboration	on	ISTAT	data	Variables	 vars	 n	 Mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employed	 y	 85	 64.01	 547.16	 59.00	 -1237.00	 1920.00	 3157.00	
∆nonprofit	 y	 85	 26.18	 42.66	 26.00	 -303.00	 137.00	 440.00	
∆Varietynp	 1	 85	 1.10	 0.53	 1.02	 0.05	 2.58	 2.53	
∆Varietyim	 2	 85	 0.12	 0.52	 0.20	 -2.94	 1.08	 4.03	
∆RelVarietynp	 3	 85	 -0.01	 0.21	 0.04	 -0.51	 0.52	 1.03	
∆RelVarietyim	 4	 85	 -0.43	 0.24	 -0.44	 -0.99	 0.16	 1.15	
∆UnRelVarietynp	 5	 85	 1.11	 0.45	 1.07	 0.24	 2.47	 2.23	
∆UnRelVarietyim	 6	 85	 0.56	 0.46	 0.59	 -1.95	 1.35	 3.30	
∆PopDensity	 7	 85	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	
∆HumanCapital	 9	 85	 0.01	 0.03	 0.01	 -0.05	 0.08	 0.13	
∆Competition	 10	 85	 0.00	 0.00	 0.00	 -0.02	 0.00	 0.02	
∆OMIndex	 11	 85	 -0.06	 0.07	 -0.06	 -0.31	 0.15	 0.46		
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All	variables	in	this	Differential	Model	(Model	I)	have	been	normalized,	thus	they	are	“centred	and	scaled”	subtracting	the	average	of	the	variable	(the	difference	2011-2001)	and	divided	for	its	standard	deviation.	This	is	due	in	order	to	make	the	results	more	readable	while	not	affecting	the	outputs.	The	structure	of	the	model,	in	line	with	the	previous	researches	(Frenken	et	al.,	2007;	Boschma	and	Iammarino,	2009)	is	an	OLS	baseline	model	for	the	linear	regression,	presented	below.	(A)	∆"#$%& = () + (+∆,-./012-34%& + (5∆67,-./012-34%& + (8∆L@$M-79234%&+ (;∆<=#07>0$230.%& + (?∆>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(B∆CDE7:-F%& + J%&	(B)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+∆,-./012-34%& + (5∆67,-./012-34%& + (8∆L@$M-79234%&+ (;∆<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(B∆CDE7:-F%&+ (GNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&	The	basic	OLS	models	are	subject	to	changes	with	the	different	typologies	of	variety,	in	order	to	identify	the	relevant	interactions	amongst	them.	Following	different	modelling,	six	models	of	OLS	are	built	starting	from	the	above	ones,	run	for	both	ACE	and	sections,	as	well	as	for	the	two	dependent	variables.	The	numbers	in	brackets	identify	the	specific	regressions	in	the	tables	of	results.	a) Variety	of	nonprofits.	(1;	4)	∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+∆/012-34_7$%& + (5∆L@$M-79234%& + (8∆<=#07>0$230.%&+	(?∆CDE7:-F%& + (BE7H=I03@1%& + J%&	(7;	11)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+∆/012-34_7$%& + (5∆L@$M-79234%& + (8∆<=#07>0$230.%&+ (;∆>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(?∆CDE7:-F%& + (BNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&		b) Related	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	Unrelated	variety	of	nonprofits.	(2;	5)	∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+∆,-./012-34_7$%& + (5∆67,-./012-34_7$%& + (8∆L@$M-79234%&+ (;∆<=#07>0$230.%& + (?∆>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(B∆CDE7:-F%& + J%&	(8;	12)	
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Agglomerations	variable	is	used	only	in	those	regressions	with	∆nonprofit	as	dependent	variables	as	it	is	a	dummy	being	activated	in	presence	of	more	than	20	firms	in	sections	and	more	than	200	in	ACE.		The	structure	of	the	model	(Model	II),	in	line	with	the	previous	researches	(Frenken	et	al.,	2007;	Boschma	and	Iammarino,	2009)	is	an	OLS	baseline	model,	presented	below.	As	in	Model	I	the	two	dependent	variables	are	the	growth	in	employment	in	the	period	and	the	growth	in	the	number	of	nonprofit	organizations,	which	are	regressed	against	variety	variables	and	other	variables	in	the	following	way:	The	basic	OLS	models	are	subject	to	changes	with	the	different	typologies	of	variety,	in	order	to	identify	the	relevant	interactions	amongst	them.	Following	different	modelling,	six	models	of	OLS	are	built	starting	from	the	above	ones,	run	for	both	ACE	and	sections,	as	well	as	for	the	two	dependent	variables.	The	numbers	in	brackets	identify	the	regression	in	the	tables	of	results.	a) Variety	of	nonprofits.	(15;	21)	∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+/012-34_7$%& + (5L@$M-79234%& + (8<=#07>0$230.%& +	(?CDE7:-F%&+ J%&	(27;	33)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+/012-34_7$%& + (5L@$M-79234%& + (8<=#07>0$230.%&+ (;>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(?CDE7:-F%& + (BNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&		b) Related	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	Unrelated	variety	of	nonprofits.	(16;	22)	
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∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$%& + (567,-./012-34_7$%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%& + J%&	(28;	34)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$%& + (567,-./012-34_7$%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%&+ (GNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&		c) Interaction	variable	of	Related	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	nonprofits,	together	with	Unrelated	variety	of	nonprofits.	The	interaction	variable	between	related	variety	of	nonprofits	and	for	profits	can	identify	relevant	spillovers	relations	coming	from	the	mix	of	typologies	of	firms	in	the	location	(sections	and	ACE).	(17;	23)	∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$ ∗ 2#%& + (567,-./012-34_7$%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%& + J%&	(29;	35)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$ ∗ 2#%& + (567,-./012-34_7$%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%&+ (GNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&		d) Related	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	interaction	variable	between	Unrelated	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	for	profits.	(18;	24)	∆"#$.@4-:%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$%& + (567,-./012-34_7$ ∗ 2#%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%& + J%&	(30;	36)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+,-./012-34_7$%& + (567,-./012-34_7$ ∗ 2#%& + (8L@$M-79234%&+ (;<=#07>0$230.%& + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(BCDE7:-F%&+ (GNOO.@#-1032@79%& + J%&		e) Related	Variety	f	for	profits	and	Unrelated	variety	of	for	profits.	(19;	25)	
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Source:	author's	elaboration	on	ISTAT	data	Variables	 vars	 n	 mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employment	 y	 5346	 0.01	 0.18	 -0.01	 -1.00	 1.00	 2.00	
∆nonprofit	 y	 5346	 0.42	 2.50	 0.00	 -20.00	 111.00	 131.00	
Varietynp2001	 1	 5346	 0.03	 0.14	 0.00	 0.00	 1.95	 1.95	
Varietyim2001	 2	 5346	 0.50	 0.88	 0.16	 0.00	 4.78	 4.78	
UnRelVarietynp	 3	 5346	 0.03	 0.13	 0.00	 0.00	 1.92	 1.92	
UnRelVarietyim	 4	 5346	 0.44	 0.73	 0.15	 0.00	 3.93	 3.93	
RelVarietynp	 5	 5346	 0.00	 0.01	 0.00	 0.00	 0.41	 0.41	
RelVarietyim	 6	 5346	 0.06	 0.16	 0.01	 0.00	 1.34	 1.34	
PopDensity2001	 7	 5346	 0.02	 0.01	 0.02	 0.00	 0.10	 0.10	
HumanCapital2001	 9	 5346	 0.29	 0.10	 0.31	 0.00	 1.00	 1.00	
Competition2001	 10	 5.346	 1.01	 0.25	 1.09	 0.00	 1.16	 1.16	
OMIndex2001	 11	 5346	 0.40	 0.15	 0.35	 0.23	 1.00	 0.77	
Agglomerations	 12	 5346	 0.00	 0.05	 0.00	 0.00	 1.00	 1.00		
Table	9	Descriptive	statistics	of	ACE	data	used	in	OLS	(model	II)	(Observations	85).	Source:	author's	
elaboration	on	ISTAT	data	Variables	 vars	 n	 Mean	 sd	 median	 min	 max	 range	
∆Employment	 y	 85	 0.00	 0.02	 -0.01	 -0.03	 0.08	 0.11	
∆nonprofit	 y	 85	 26.18	 42.66	 26.00	 -303.00	 137.00	 440.00	
Varietynp2001	 1	 85	 1.70	 0.71	 1.74	 0.00	 3.07	 3.07	
Varietyim2001	 2	 85	 5.20	 0.45	 5.30	 3.52	 5.82	 2.30	
UnRelVarietynp2001	 3	 85	 1.43	 0.52	 1.47	 0.00	 2.41	 2.41	
UnRelVarietyim2001	 4	 85	 3.95	 0.28	 3.99	 2.90	 4.53	 1.63	
RelVarietynp2001	 5	 85	 0.28	 0.31	 0.20	 0.00	 1.15	 1.15	
RelVarietyim2001	 6	 85	 1.24	 0.27	 1.28	 0.62	 1.68	 1.06	
PopDensity2001	 7	 85	 0.01	 0.01	 0.01	 0.00	 0.02	 0.02	
HumanCapita2001l	 9	 85	 0.30	 0.03	 0.30	 0.18	 0.36	 0.18	
Competition2001	 10	 85	 1.04	 0.05	 1.05	 0.88	 1.14	 0.25	
OMIndex2001	 11	 85	 0.48	 0.14	 0.44	 0.33	 1.00	 0.67	
Agglomerations	 12	 85	 0.06	 0.24	 0.00	 0.00	 1.00	 1.00		 		 	
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The	structure	of	the	model,	in	line	with	the	previous	researches	(Frenken	et	al.,	2007;	Boschma,	Iammarino,	2009)	is	an	OLS	baseline	model	for	the	linear	regression,	presented	below.	(E)	∆"#$.@4#-73%&= () + (+,-./012-34%&R) + (567,-./012-34%&R) + (8L@$M-79234%&R)+ (;<=#07>0$230.%&R) + (?>@#$-3232@7	%&R) +	(BCDE7:-F%&R) + J%&	(F)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+,-./012-34%&R) + (567,-./012-34%&R) + (8L@$M-79234%&R)+ (;<=#07>0$230.%&R) + (?>@#$-3232@7	%&R) +	(BCDE7:-F%&R)+ (GNOO.@#-1032@79%&R) + J%&		The	basic	OLS	models	are	subject	to	changes	with	the	different	typologies	of	variety,	in	order	to	identify	the	relevant	interactions	amongst	them.	Following	different	modelling,	six	models	of	OLS	are	built	starting	from	the	above	ones,	run	for	both	ACE	and	sections,	as	well	as	for	the	two	dependent	variables.	The	numbers	in	brackets	identify	the	specific	regressions	in	the	tables	of	results.	e) Variety	of	nonprofits.	(39;	41)	∆"#$.@4#-73%&= () + (+/012-34_7$%&R) + (5L@$M-79234%&R) + (8<=#07>0$230.%&R)+	(?CDE7:-F%&R) + J%&	(42)	∆7@7$1@K23%& = () + (+/012-34_7$%&R) + (5L@$M-79234%&R) + (8<=#07>0$230.%&R)+ (;>@#$-3232@7	%&R) +	(?CDE7:-F%&R) + (BNOO.@#-1032@79%&R) + J%&		f) Related	Variety	of	nonprofits	and	Unrelated	variety	of	nonprofits.	(40)	∆"#$.@4#-73%&= () + (+,-./012-34_7$%&R) + (567,-./012-34_7$%&R) + (8L@$M-79234%&R)+ (;<=#07>0$230.%&R) + (?>@#$-3232@7	%& +	(B∆CDE7:-F%&R) + J%&		
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	 (1)	 (2)	 (3)	 (4)	 (5)	 (6)	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
∆Varietynp	 -0.023**	(0.010)	 	 	 0.098	(0.064)	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp	 -0.012	(0.010)	 	 	 0.003	(0.071)	 	
∆Related_Varietyim	 	 	 	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp*im	 	 0.003	(0.004)	 	 	 -0.026	(0.068)	
∆UnRelvarietynp	 	 -0.020**	(0.010)	 	 	 0.101	(0.063)	 	
∆PopDensity	 0.633***	(0.011)	 0.633***	(0.011)	 0.632***	(0.011)	 0.810***	(0.075)	 0.811***	(0.075)	 0.820***	(0.079)	
∆HumanCapital	 0.081***	(0.010)	 0.082***	(0.010)	 0.082***	(0.010)	 -0.049	(0.078)	 -0.035	(0.083)	 -0.034	(0.080)	
∆Comp	 0.040***	(0.010)	 0.040***	(0.010)	 0.040***	(0.010)	 0.193***	(0.063)	 0.194***	(0.064)	 0.200***	(0.064)	
∆OMIndex	 0.037***	(0.010)	 0.037***	(0.010)	 0.037***	(0.010)	 0.063	(0.064)	 0.061	(0.064)	 0.068	(0.065)	
Constant	 0.000	 0.000	 -0.00005	 0.000	 0.000	 0.008	
Observations	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 85	 85	 85	
R2	 0.436	 0.436	 0.436	 0.697	 0.698	 0.689	
Adjusted	R2	 0.436	 0.436	 0.435	 0.678	 0.675	 0.669	
Residual	Std.	
Error	 0.751	(df	=	5340)	 0.751	(df	=	5339)	 0.752	(df	=	5340)	 0.568	(df	=	79)	 0.570	(df	=	78)	 0.575	(df	=	79)	
F	Statistic	
691.608***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 688.297***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 824.442***	(df	=	5;	5340)	 36.330***	(df	=	5;	79)	 30.058***	(df	=	6;	78)	 34.925***	(df	=	5;	79)	
Moran	I	 0.0090	 0.0091	 0.0086	 0.0541	 0.0567	 0.0260	
Lagrange	
Multiplier	 1.2471	 1.259	 1.1346	 0.6245	 0.68627	 0.14476	
Akaike	Info	 12121.27	 12123.24	 12125.95	 152.7466	 154.4169	 155.0689	

















	 (7)	 (8)	 (9)	 (10)	
	 	 	 	 	
∆Varietynp	 0.035***	(0.013)	 	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp	 -0.012	(0.013)	 	 	
∆Related_Varietyim	 	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp*im	 	 	 0.043***	(0.006)	
∆UnRelvarietynp	 	 0.044***	(0.013)	 	 	
∆UnRelvarietyim	 	 	 	 	
∆UnRelvarietynp*im	 	 -0.033***	(0.005)	 	
∆	PopDensity	 0.041***	(0.013)	 0.041***	(0.013)	 0.041***	(0.013)	 0.043***	(0.013)	
∆HumanCapital	 -0.046***	(0.013)	 -0.044***	(0.013)	 -0.047***	(0.013)	 -0.049***	(0.013)	
∆Comp	 -0.015	(0.013)	 -0.017	(0.013)	 -0.015	(0.013)	 -0.012	(0.013)	
∆OMIndex	 -0.018	(0.013)	 -0.018	(0.013)	 -0.018	(0.013)	 -0.016	(0.013)	
Incubator	 0.343***	(0.013)	 0.342***	(0.013)	 0.343***	(0.013)	 0.338***	(0.013)	
Constant	 0.000	 0.000	 0.001	 0.003	
Observations	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	
R2	 0.122	 0.123	 0.127	 0.129	
Adjusted	R2	 0.121	 0.122	 0.126	 0.128	
Residual	Std.	Error	 0.938	(df	=	5339)	 0.937	(df	=	5338)	 0.935	(df	=	5339)	 0.934	(df	=	5339)	
F	Statistic	 123.519***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 106.669***	(df	=	7;	5338)	 129.573***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 132.264***	(df	=	6;	5339)	
Moran	I	 0.0032***	 0.0034***	 0.0033***	 0.0035***	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 16.308***	 17.749***	 16.535***	 18.714***	
Akaike	Info	 14491.39	 14488.37	 14459.55	 14445.45	















	 (11)	 (12)	 (13)	 (14)	
	 	 	 	 	
∆Varietynp	 0.016	(0.062)	 	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp	 -0.078	(0.070)	 	 	
∆Related_Varietyim	 	 	 	
∆Related_Varietynp*im	 	 0.134*	(0.068)	 	
∆UnRelvarietynp	 	 0.049	(0.059)	 	 	
∆UnRelvarietyim	 	 	 	 	
∆UnRelvarietynp*im	 	 	 0.152	(0.099)	
∆	PopDensity	 0.058	(0.071)	 0.065	(0.071)	 0.028	(0.071)	 0.060	(0.070)	
∆HumanCapital	 -0.163**	(0.078)	 -0.140*	(0.080)	 -0.146*	(0.076)	 -0.152*	(0.077)	
∆Comp	 0.863***	(0.065)	 0.857***	(0.065)	 0.846***	(0.064)	 0.861***	(0.064)	
∆OMIndex	 0.026	(0.060)	 0.023	(0.060)	 0.045	(0.059)	 0.050	(0.061)	
Incubator	 -0.023	(0.071)	 -0.049	(0.074)	 -0.088	(0.075)	 -0.012	(0.069)	
Constant	 0.000	 0.000	 -0.040	 -0.010	
Observations	 85	 85	 85	 	
R2	 0.735	 0.741	 0.748	 0.743	
Adjusted	R2	 0.715	 0.717	 0.729	 0.723	
Residual	Std.	Error	 0.534	(df	=	78)	 0.532	(df	=	77)	 0.521	(df	=	78)	 0.526	(df	=	78)	
F	Statistic	 36.141***	(df	=	6;	78)	 31.465***	(df	=	7;	77)	 38.586***	(df	=	6;	78)	 37.590***	(df	=	6;	78)	
Moran	I	 -0.0728	 -0.0728	 -0.0140	 -0.0970	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 1.1311	 0.95838	 0.041874	 2.0064	
Akaike	Info	 143.1847	 143.396	 139.0585	 140.7149	
























	 (15)	 (16)	 (17)	 (18)	 (19)	 (20)	
Variety2011np	 -3.090	(2.849)	 	 	 	 	 	
Related_Variety2011np	 	 -2.897		(8.580)	 	 -2.248		(8.661)	 	 -3.341		(8.512)	
Related_Variety2011im	 	 	 	 	 -2.872		(7.116)	 	
Related_Variety2011np*im	 	 	 31.397		(65.691)	 	 	 	
UnRelvariety2011np	 	 -3.135		(3.426)	 -2.910			(3.769)	 	 -2.816		(3.642)	 	
UnRelvariety2011im	 	 	 	 	 	 -0.613			(0.748)	
UnRelvariety2011np*im	 	 	 	 -0.586		(2.841)	 	 	
PopDensity	2011	 -15.090		(36.578)	 -15.056		(36.611)	 -15.779		(36.641)	 -15.675		(36.637)	 -14.860		(36.567)	 -15.056		(36.619)	
HumanCapital2011	 -5.283		(5.074)	 -5.279		(5.078)	 -5.298		(5.079)	 -5.326		(5.080)	 -5.203		(5.071)	 -5.293		(5.079)	
Comp2011	 3.206***		(0.921)	 3.207***		(0.922)	 3.249***		(0.926)	 3.270***		(0.939)	 3.244***		(0.925)	 3.287***		(0.934)	
OMIndex	 -14.076***		(3.015)	 -14.043***		(3.320)	 -13.540***			(3.541)	 -13.291***		(3.617)	 -13.228***		(3.339)	 -13.810***		(3.528)	
Constant	 6.285	 6.251	 6.325	 6.020	 5.648	 6.324	
Observations	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	
R2	 0.007	 0.007	 0.007	 0.007	 0.007	 0.007	
Adjusted	R2	 0.006	 0.005	 0.005	 0.005	 0.005	 0.005	
Residual	Std.	Error	 32.869	(df	=	5340)	 32.882	(df	=	5339)	 32.887	(df	=	5337)	 32.887	(df	=	5337)	 32.882	(df	=	5339)	 32.883	(df	=	5339)	
F	Statistic	 7.023***	(df	=	5;	5340)	 5.851***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 4.433***	(df	=	8;	5337)	 4.428***	(df	=	8;	5337)	 5.859***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 5.824***	(df	=	6;	5339)	
Moran		I	 0.0173**	 0.0173**	 0.0173**	 0.0173**	 0.0174**	 0.0174**	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 4.5366**	 4.5361**	 4.571**	 4.5718**	 4.5822**	 4.5469**	
Akaike	Info	 52524.74	 52526.74	 52530.37	 52530.42	 52526.69	 52526.91	























	 (21)	 (22)	 (23)	 (24)	 (25)	 (26)	
Variety2011np	 -5.206	(170.851)	 	 	 	 	 	
Related_Variety2011np	 	 -314.862	(450.650)	 	 -278.585	(455.224)	 	 -219.507	(426.140)	
Related_Variety2011im	 	 	 	 	 772.094**	(384.639)	 	
Related_Variety2011np*im	 	 	 -7,003.218***	(2,369.869)	 	 	 	
UnRelvariety2011np	 	 107.149	(228.535)	 -30.518	(218.314)	 	 -1.793	(213.139)	 	
UnRelvariety2011im	 	 	 	 	 	 121.289	(155.185)	
UnRelvariety2011np*im	 	 	 	 -560.782	(485.496)	 	 	
PopDensity	2011	 -15,639.890(11,997.630)	 -15,235.060(12,044.130)	 -21,124.890*(11,719.600)	 -13,689.400(13,443.530)	 -22,800.940*(11,950.400)	 -17,565.610(12,578.440)	
HumanCapital2011	 3,982.346	(2,807.324)	 3,712.713(2,838.616)	 	3,143.274(2,700.893)	 	2,304.009	(3,045.050)	 	4,490.560(2,747.704)	 	3,511.298(2,841.975)	
Comp2011	 641.305	(1,472.045)	 380.297	(1,517.467)	 720.667	(1,441.736)	 705.629	(1,707.736)	 	1,148.510(1,360.707)	 	840.074	(1,676.549)	
OMIndex	 269.650	(485.502)	 260.335	(487.046)	 317.084	(459.006)	 472.585	(514.591)	 369.206	(477.832)	 348.934	(501.478)	
Constant	 -1,731.782	 -1,579.967	 -3,483.867	 -7,976.745	 -3,006.648	 -2,308.517	
Observations	 85	 85	 85	 85	 85	 85	
R2	 0.053	 0.060	 0.195	 0.082	 0.100	 0.065	
Adjusted	R2	 0.007	 0.012	 0.111	 0.015	 0.031	 0.007	
Residual	Std.	Error	 548.996	(df	=	79)	 550.560	(df	=	78)	 515.985	(df	=	76)	 551.144	(df	=	76)	 538.545	(df	=	78)	 549.189	(df	=	78)	
F	Statistic	 0.888	(df	=	5;	79)	 0.828	(df	=	6;	78)	 2.307**	(df	=	8;	76)	 0.849	(df	=	8;	76)	 1.452	(df	=	6;	78)	 0.897	(df	=	6;	78)	
Moran	I	 0.1300**	 0.1226**	 0.1586***	 0.1178**	 0.1261**	 0.1084**	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 3.6042**	 3.2068*	 5.3645**	 2.9594*	 3.3933*	 2.5076	
Akaike	Info	 1321.373	 1322.773	 1313.54	 1324.746	 1319.022	 1322.35	






















	 (27)	 (28)	 (29)	 (30)	 (31)	 (32)	
Variety2011np	 -1.144***		(0.201)	 	 	 	 	 	
Related_Variety2011np	 -2.288***		(0.606)	 	 -2.067***		(0.611)	 	 -2.359***		(0.601)	
Related_Variety2011im	 	 	 	 -2.825***			(0.502)	 	
Related_Variety2011np*im	 	 -17.397***		(4.622)	 	 	 	
UnRelvariety2011np	 	 -0.876***		(0.242)	 -0.169		(0.265)	 	 -0.505**		(0.257)	 	
UnRelvariety2011im	 	 	 	 	 	 -0.192***		(0.053)	
UnRelvariety2011np*im	 	 	 -0.259		(0.200)	 	 	
PopDensity	2011	 -4.799*	(2.587)	 -5.005*		(2.588)	 -5.320**		(2.580)	 -5.205**		(2.588)	 -4.948*			(2.581)	 -5.032*		(2.588)	
HumanCapital2011	 -0.111		(0.359)	 -0.140		(0.359)	 -0.140			(0.357)	 -0.155		(0.359)	 -0.082		(0.358)	 -0.145			(0.359)	
Comp2011	 0.083		(0.065)	 0.078		(0.065)	 0.102		(0.065)	 0.097		(0.066)	 0.114*		(0.065)	 0.105			(0.066)	
OMIndex	 -1.906***		(0.214)	 -2.103***		(0.235)	 -1.667***		(0.250)	 -1.853***		(0.256)	 -1.373***		(0.236)	 -1.989***		(0.249)	
Incubator	 17.122***		(0.625)	 17.120***		(0.625)	 17.102***		(0.623)	 17.141***			(0.625)	 17.191***		(0.624)	 17.220***		(0.625)	
Constant	 1.304	 1.508	 1.254	 1.429	 1.011	 1.512	
Observations	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	 5,346	
R2	 0.141	 0.141	 0.148	 0.143	 0.144	 0.141	
Adjusted	R2	 0.140	 0.140	 0.147	 0.141	 0.143	 0.140	
Residual	Std.	Error	 2.323	(df	=	5339)	 2.322	(df	=	5338)	 2.313	(df	=	5336)	 2.321	(df	=	5336)	 2.318	(df	=	5338)	 2.322	(df	=	5338)	
F	Statistic	 145.676***	(df	=	6;	5339)	 125.507***	(df	=	7;	5338)	 103.082***	(df	=	9;	5336)	 98.625***	(df	=	9;	5336)	 128.403***	(df	=	7;	5338)	 125.530***	(df	=	7;	5338)	
Moran	I	 0.0066	 0.0074	 0.0074	 0.0059	 0.0057	 0.0067	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 0.67818	 0.82874	 0.84288	 0.5392	 0.49863	 0.68909	
Akaike	Info	 24190.75	 24188.74	 24150.31	 24184.65	 24171.34	 24188.6	






















	 (33)	 (34)	 (35)	 (36)	 (37)	 (38)	
Variety2011np	 22.452*	(12.425)	 	 	 	 	 	
Related_Variety2011np	 21.454		(34.189)	 	 18.625		(34.591)	 	 36.731		(32.484)	
Related_Variety2011im	 	 	 	 -34.480		(28.586)	 	
Related_Variety2011np*im	 	 -374.611*		(189.832)	 	 	 	
UnRelvariety2011np	 	 22.804		(16.785)	 24.546		(16.763)	 	 29.081*		(15.776)	 	
UnRelvariety2011im	 	 	 	 	 	 -4.392		(11.451)	
UnRelvariety2011np*im	 	 	 -37.411		(35.454)	 	 	
PopDensity	2011	 8.434			(882.052)	 11.028		(891.602)	 463.558		(916.459)	 516.439		(992.365)	 419.698		(893.128)	 421.722		(946.659)	
HumanCapital2011	 198.683		(213.875)	 198.412		(215.431)	 161.875		(211.779)	 125.431		(231.415)	 177.026		(213.623)	 191.801		(218.239)	
Comp2011	 -8.375		(122.851)	 -8.659		(123.978)	 7.750		(122.677)	 -60.277		(136.869)	 -32.599		(120.047)	 -77.981		(134.864)	
OMIndex	 40.404			(36.757)	 40.279		(37.209)	 24.796		(37.153)	 43.275		(39.341)	 31.800		(36.882)	 36.735		(38.707)	
Incubator	 -81.676***		(25.991)	 -81.441***		(27.212)	 -59.540**		(28.367)	 -82.624***		(27.327)	 -73.366***		(26.075)	 -86.502***		(27.270)	
Constant	 -100.982	 -101.219	 -159.476	 -399.294	 -53.859	 43.520	
Observations	 85	 85	 85	 85	 85	 85	
R2	 0.191	 0.191	 0.243	 0.207	 0.202	 0.173	
Adjusted	R2	 0.129	 0.117	 0.152	 0.112	 0.129	 0.098	
Residual	Std.	Error	 39.822	(df	=	78)	 40.079	(df	=	77)	 39.276	(df	=	75)	 40.206	(df	=	75)	 39.807	(df	=	77)	 40.518	(df	=	77)	
F	Statistic	 3.069***	(df	=	6;	78)	 2.597**	(df	=	7;	77)	 2.679***	(df	=	9;	75)	 2.175**	(df	=	9;	75)	 2.783**	(df	=	7;	77)	 2.304**	(df	=	7;	77)	
Moran	I	 -0.0313	 -0.0314	 -0.0202	 -0.0166	 -0.0507	 -0.0233	
Lagrange	Multiplier	 0.21014	 0.21103	 0.087873	 0.05902	 0.54869	 0.11587	
Akaike	Info	 876.2645	 878.2635	 876.5871	 880.5626	 877.1059	 880.1147	
















		 (39)	 (40)	 (41)	
		 		 		 		
Varietynp2001	 -0.033*	(0.019)	 	 0.0004	(0.003)	
Related_Varietynp2001	 	 0.082	(0.227)		 		
Related_Varietyim2001	 	 	 		
Related_Varietynp*im2001	 	 		
UnRelvarietynp2001	 	 -0.039*	(0.022)		 		
Popdensity2001	 -0.106	(0.200)	 -0.107	(0.200)	 -0.203	(0.330)			
HumanCapital2001	 -0.014	(0.025)		 -0.015	(0.025)	 -0.299***	(0.065)	
Competition2001	 -0.013	(0.011)	 -0.013	(0.011)	 -0.042	(0.043)			
OMIndex	2001	 -0.048***	(0.018)		 	-0.047***	(0.018)			 0.0002	(0.013)			
Constant			 0.050	 0.050	 0.134	
Observations		 5,346	 5,346	 85	
R2	 0.003	 0.003	 0.274	
Adjusted	R2		 0.002	 0.002	 0.228	
Residual	Std.	Error		 0.182	(df	=	5340)	 0.182	(df	=	5339)	 0.016	(df	=	79)		
F	Statistic		
3.518***	(df	=	5;	5340)			 2.974***	(df	=	6;	5339)			 	5.975***	(df	=	5;	79)				
Akaike	Info	 -3052.855	 -3051.113	 -455.4426	











































































• The	 evolution	 and	 history	 of	 the	 social	 incubator	 and	 its	 relationship	 with	 the	neighbourhood	(or	more	than	one	in	the	city).	




























































































































































































































































































































• the	 inclusion	 of	 social	 incubators	 in	 relevant	 policy	 documents,	 using	 benchmark	experiences	such	as	 the	Brussels	Smart	City	strategies	and	Milan	Smart	City	Office	 in	Italy.	 The	 recent	 reforms	 in	 Italy	 on	 the	 third	 sector	 is	 not	 mentioning	 at	 all	 these	organizations.	Neither	are	the	other	Countries’.	Social	incubators	are	extending	the	role	and	presence	of	the	third	sector	in	areas	where	the	public	is	retracting	and	the	private	actors	are	not	present;	
• The	involvement	of	local	communities	in	the	co-decision-making	process,	strengthening	the	role	of	the	local	neighbourhoods	in	the	evaluation	of	the	needs;	
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Unit	of	Analysis	-	the	social	incubator	 Main	Issues	Social	impacts	on	proximity	systems	(labor	and	income)	 Boundaries	of	the	unit	 I.	History	Development	of	the	ecosystem	of	social	innovation	(where	and	how)	 Geographical	definition	-	urban,	metropolitan,	peripheral	 II.	Mission	&	Values	Programmes,	tools	adopted	and	services	provided	(what?)	 Time	definition	-	snapshot	of	the	practice	 III.	Relational	framework	Developed	social	networks	(ties	and	links)	 Social	motivations	and	preferences	 IV.	Funding	Presence	of	common	places	and	common	structures	(co-working	and	fab	lab)	 Typology	of	contracts	for	covering	new	contingencies	 V.	Collective	action	
Geography	focus	 Complexity	-	bundles	of	trajectories	from	multiplicity	of	acting	 VI.	Activities	and	services	Agglomerations	 Relational	context	where	services	are	provided	and	innovations	produced	 VII.	Innovative	perspective	Externalities	and	typologies	(MAR	and	Jacobs)	 Places	dedicated	 VIII.	Networks	in	local	areas	Impacts	on	housing	prices	 Times	of	activities	 IX	Stakeholders	Impacts	on	labor	income	 Stakeholders	and	actors:	 X.	Impacts	Local	employment	 a.	Institutions	 XI.	Organizations	



























































Is	social	innovation	developed	in	the	projects	of	your	firm?	 Likert	 		 		 		
How	much	is	social	innovation	important	in	your	mission	and	objectives?	 Likert	 		 		 		
Localiz
ation	
How	are	your	relationships	with	the	neighbourhood?	 Likert	 		 		 		How	much	do	you	interact	with	the	other	firms	of	the	neighbourhood?	 Likert	 	 	 		How	do	you	feel	the	local	environment	of	the	city	helped	your	firm?	 Likert	 	 	 			 Likert	 	 	 		What	are	the	typologies	of	connections	with	local	institutions?		 Likert	 	 	 		Have	they	been	supportive	or	repressive?	 Likert	 	 	 		How	much	the	incubator	helped	the	neighbourhood?	 Likert	 	 	 		How	often	do	you	interact	with	neighbouring	services?	 Yes/No	 	 	 		According	to	your	knowledge,	are	local	services	connected	to	the	incubators?	 Likert	 	 	 		Do	you	think	the	city	and	neighbour	needs	were	answered	by	the	incubated	firms?	 Likert	 	 	 		Do	you	think	the	city	and	neighbour	needs	are	benefiting	from	the	services	provided	by	the	incubated	firms?	 Likert	 	 	 		Do	you	think	a	local	network	between	firms	has	been	established	(both	inside	and	outside	the	incubator)?	 Yes/No	 	 	 		Are	you	still	located	in	the	incubator?	 Yes/No	 	 	 		Are	you	still	located	in	the	incubator's	neighbourhood?	 Yes/No	 	 	 		Do	you	still	benefit	from	the	network	of	the	incubator?	 Yes/No	 	 	 		Which	phase	of	the	incubation	did	your	firm	follow?	 Start	up	 Acceleration	 Commercialization	 		In	which	phase	was	Social	Innovation	created,	according	to	your	thought?	 Open	 	 	 		Are	the	firms	in	the	incubator	of	the	same	sector	as	yours?	How	do	you	feel	the	local	environment	of	the	neighbourhood	helped	your	firm?	 Likert	 	 	 		How	much	did	you	interact	with	them?	 Likert	 	 	 		In	case	of	positive	answer,	do	you	think	you	benefited	from	diversity?	 Likert	 	 	 		
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How?	 Open	 	 	 		Are	there	any	resistances	identified	in	the	process	of	social	innovation	in	incubators	 From	the	public	legislation	 From	the	territory	 		 		
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